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vALIDATION OF A SCALE TO ASSESS REGIONAL vARIATIONS  
IN ATTITUDES TOWARDS A PROFESSIONAL DEvELOPMEN
PROGRAMME TO LEARN THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE FOR TEACHERS OF 
BIOLOGy, CHEMISTRy, PHySICS AND INFORMATICS
The present paper describes research to record secondary school teachers’ attitudes towards the 
initiative to teach certain subjects in English in Kazakhstan two years before the full roll­out of the 
nationwide reform. All participants were teachers of Biology, Chemistry, Physics or Informatics who 
were commencing a Professional Development Programme (PDP) to learn beginners’ level English 
and basic subject content in English. The research adopted established conceptual frameworks of 
teaching subject content through a second language (Content Language Integrated Learning, CLIL) 
to develop a baseline survey to measure and provide insight as to regional differences in teacher­
attendees’ attitudes to elements of CLIL. The theoretical framework suggested a list of items that 
were then examined through exploratory factor analysis to indicate how well the theoretical frame­
work applied. As anticipated, three sub­scales to represent three aspects of attitudes towards CLIL 
emerged: external factors such as permitted flexibility and overall coherence in the system (con­
text); learning expectations in the classroom; and, checking of learning and communication in the 
classroom. Results showed that there were no significant regional differences in attitudes towards 
external elements to the initiative but there were regional differences around Kazakhstan in terms 
of teachers’ expectations of their pupils’ learning as well as attitudes towards checks on learning 
and communication due to the initiative of using English as a medium of instruction. These results 
of the survey are discussed in relation to the local proficiencies in English education, represented 
crudely by regional entries and performances by school­leavers in end­of­school tests. An alterna­
tive explanation for regional differences in the attitudes of those commencing a PDP programme is 
also presented.
Key words: Professional Development Programme, CLIL, teachers’ attitude, English as the medium 
of instruction.
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Вaлидaция шкaлы оцен ки ре ги онaль ных рaзли чий в от но ше ниях к курсaм по вы ше ния 
квaли фикa ции, про во ди мым сре ди школь ных учи те лей для обу че ния пре подaвa нию 
биоло гии, хи мии, фи зи ки и ин формaти ки нa aнг лийс ком язы ке
В стaтье опи сывaют ся ре зуль тaты нaуч но го исс ле довa ния, пос вя щен но го изу че нию от но­
ше ния учи те лей сред них школ к ини циaти ве пре подaвa ния оп ре де лен ных пред ме тов нa aнг­
лийс ком язы ке в Кaзaхстaне до про цессa пол номaсштaбной реaлизaции дaнной ре фор мы в 
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те че ние пос ле дующих двух лет. Учaст никaми исс ле довa ния бы ли учи те ля биоло гии, хи мии, 
фи зи ки или ин формaти ки, прис ту пив шие к про хож де нию кур сов по вы ше ния квaли фикaции 
(КПК) для изу че ния aнг лий ско го языкa нa нaчaль ном уров не, и для пре подaвa ния своего ос­
нов но го пред метa обу че ния нa aнг лийс ком язы ке. В исс ле довa нии ис поль зовaны ши ро ко из ве­
ст ные кон цеп туaльные ос но вы пре подaвa ния пред метa нa вто ром язы ке (пред мет но­язы ко вое 
ин тег ри ровaнное обу че ние, CLIL) при рaзрaбот ке бaзо во го оп рос никa с целью зaмерa и по лу­
че ния ин формaции о ре ги онaль ных рaзли чиях в от но ше ниях учи те лей к эле ментaм CLIL. Теоре­
ти чес кие ос но вы, ис поль зуемые в исс ле довa нии, укaзывaют нa пе ре чень рaзлич ных aспек тов, 
ко то рые бы ли рaсс мот ре ны при по мо щи фaктор но го aнaлизa для выяв ле ния при ме ни мос ти 
тео рии. Кaк и ожидaлось, вы де ле ны три подшкaлы, предстaвляющие три aспектa от но ше ния к 
CLIL: внеш ние фaкто ры, тaкие кaк до пус тимaя гиб кость и общaя пос ле довaте льн ость в сис те ме 
(кон текст); ожидa ния в про цес се обу че ния и про веркa ус воения мaте риaлa и об ще ния нa уро ке. 
Ре зуль тaты про ве ден но го оп росa не выяви ли су ще ст вен ных ре ги онaль ных рaзли чий в от но ше­
ниях к внеш ним эле ментaм ини циaти вы, но ре ги онaльные рaзли чия воз ник ли в чaсти ожидa ний 
учи те лей в про цес се обу че ния их уче ни ков, a тaкже от но ше ния учи те лей к про веркaм ре зуль­
тaтов обу че ния и при ис поль зовa нии aнг лий ско го языкa в кaчест ве средс твa обу че ния. Эти 
ре зуль тaты оп росa рaссмaтривaют ся по от но ше нию к знa ниям aнг лий ско го языкa, предстaвлен­
ным в об ще дос туп ных дaнных по ре зуль тaтaм про во ди мых тес тов сре ди вы пу ск ни ков школ. 
Тaкже в стaтье предстaвле но aль тернaтив ное объяс не ние ре ги онaль ных рaзли чий в от но ше­
ниях сре ди тех, кто про хо дит КПК.
Клю че вые словa: кур сы по вы ше ния квaли фикa ции, пред мет но­язы ко вое ин тег ри ровaнное 
обу че ние (CLIL), от но ше ния учи те лей, aнг лийс кий язык кaк средс тво обу че ния.
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Биоло гия, хи мия, фи зикa, ин формaтикaны aғыл шын ті лін де оқы ту үшін мек теп 
мұғaлімде рі нің aрaсындa өт кі зіл ген бі лік ті лік ті aрт ты ру курстaрынa қaтынaстың 
aймaқтық aйырмaшы лықтaрын бaғaлaу шкaлaсын вaлид теу
Мaқaлaдa Қaзaқстaндa aлдaғы екі жыл ішін де aтaлғaн ре формaны то лы ғы мен жү зе ге 
aсы ру үде рі сі не де йін нaқты бір пән дер ді aғыл шын ті лін де оқы ту бaстaмaсынa ортa мек теп 
мұғaлімде рі нің қaтынaсын бі лу ге aрнaлғaн ғы лы ми зерт теу нә ти же ле рі сипaттaлaды. Зерт теу­
ге aғыл шын ті лін бaстaпқы дең гейде үйре ну жә не өзі нің не гіз гі пә нін aғыл шын ті лін де оқы ту 
үшін кә сі би бі лік ті лік ті aрт ты ру кур сынaн (БAК) өту ге кі ріс кен биоло гия, хи мия, фи зикa жә не 
ин формaтикaны оқытaтын мұғaлімдер қaтыс ты. Зерт теу де мұғaлімдер дің CLIL эле ме нт те рі не 
қaтынaсын өл шеу мaқсaтындa бaзaлық сұрaқтaрды әзір леу жә не aймaқтық aйырмaшы лықтaр 
турaлы aқпaрaттaр aлу үшін пән ді екін ші тіл де (пән дік­тіл дік кі рік ті ріл ген оқы ту CLIL) оқы­
ту дың кең aуқым ды тұ жы рымдaмaлық не гіз де рі пaйдaлaныл ды. Зерт теу дің теория лық не гіз­
дер дің жaрaмды лы ғын aнықтaудың фaктор лық тaлдaулaрдың кө ме гі мен қaрaсты рылғaнды ғы 
әр түр лі aспек ті лер дің ті зі мі нен кө рі не ді. Біз дің күт ке ні міз дей, CLIL қaтынaсы ның үш aспек­
ті сін ұсынaтын: жүйеде гі жaлпы бі різ ді лік жә не рұқсaт етіл ген икем ді лік, оқу үр ді сін де гі 
кү ті ле тін, сaбaқтaғы мaте риaлдың мең ге рілуін жә не ком му никaцияны тек се ру сияқ ты сырт­
қы фaкторлaрдың үш тө мен гі шә кі лі бө лі ніп көр се тіл ді. Жүр гі зіл ген сaуaлнaмa нә ти же ле рі 
бaстaмaның сырт қы эле ме нт те рі не қaтынaстың aйт aрлықтaй aймaқтық aйырмaшы лықтaрын 
көр се те aлмaды, бірaқ aймaқтық aйырмaшы лықтaр мұғaлімдер дің оқу шылaрды оқы ту үде­
рі сін де гі кү ту ле рін де, со ны мен қaтaр оқы ту нә ти же ле рін тек се ру де жә не оқы ту құрaлы ре­
тін де мұғaлімдер дің aғыл шын ті лін қолдaнулaрындa бaйқaлды. Сaуaлнaмaның бұл нә ти же­
ле рі мек теп тү лек те рі aрaсындa жүр гі зіл ген қол же тім ді сынaқтaрдың нә ти же ле рі не гі зін де 
aйқындaлғaн aғыл шын ті лін бі лу дең гейі мен бaйлaныс тырa қaрaсты рылaды. Со ны мен қaтaр 
мaқaлaдa БAК­қa қaтысaтын aдaмдaрдың қaрым­қaтынaсындaғы aймaқтық aйырмaшы­
лықтaрғa бaлaмa тү сі нік те ме де бе рі ле ді.
Тү йін сөз дер: бі лік ті лік ті aрт ты ру курстaры, пән дік­тіл дік (CLIL) кі рік ті ріл ген оқы ту, 
мұғaлімдер дің қaтынaсы, aғыл шын ті лі оқы ту ті лі ре тін де.
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introduction
First, a definition of Content and Language 
Integrated Learning (CLIL) is due: CLIL is an 
integrated approach to learning subject content 
through a second language (Mehisto et al, 2008) 
[1]. Effectively, this means that the native (or 
preferred, L1) language of a student is replaced 
by a second language (L2) and this is used as the 
medium of instruction to teach essential knowledge 
and skills for a particular subject such as Physics or 
any other discipline. By this process both content 
and language should be assimilated and combined 
to enhance the learning potential in two domains 
simultaneously. As Mehisto et al (2008) point out; 
the key word in this definition is ‘integrated’ so the 
learning of these two elements to the process should 
operate in harmony. Moreover, they do not interfere 
with either passing over essential information on 
a topic and inhibiting communication between the 
teacher and the learner or putting people off learning 
a language through over-reaction to mistakes when 
effective communication rather than precise use of 
grammar (say) is the priority. The dual pedagogic 
demands of teaching a subject in a second language 
could fall into two separate pedagogies: subject-
related pedagogies and that of teaching a second 
language. However, rather than seek out separate 
expertise and approaches, these two facets to a CLIL 
approach need to be melded into one recognised 
blended approach with a pedagogic style all of its 
own (Mehisto et al, 2008).
For the purposes of the research described here, 
the conceptual framework used to represent this 
specific pedagogic approach is primarily based 
on that of Coyle (2008) [2] who suggests that the 
most effective way to adopt a CLIL approach is 
by recognising that the optimum environment 
for learning a subject through the medium of a 
second language is formed from four essential 
characteristics entitled the 4 Cs. These are Content, 
Cognition, Communication and Culture, as defined 
below:
‘progression in knowledge, skills and 
understanding of the content, engagement in 
associated cognitive processing, interaction in 
the communicative context, the development of 
appropriate language knowledge and skills as well 
as experiencing a deepening intercultural awareness’ 
(Coyle, 2008, p.551) [2-3]
Effectively it is the teacher who leads the process 
but it involves high expectations from the learners to 
be open to alternative perspectives and be motivated 
to engage in the CLIL process. This is achieved by 
adopting a cognitively demanding and dynamic 
communicative approach with students. Therefore, 
it is critical to examine the attitudes of teachers 
in their openness to adopting such an approach so 
the implementation of teaching content through 
a second language in Kazakhstan using CLIL 
and as facilitated by Professional Development 
Programmes (PDPs) can be optimised.
Parts of the process of adopting an effective 
CLIL approach include the way teachers assure 
themselves of their effectiveness through speaking 
with students and checking their learning either 
informally or formally through the use of assessment. 
Dalton-Puffer (2007) pays regard to this important 
activity in terms of a CLIL approach by referring 
to classroom discourses (e.g. Dalton-Puffer, 2007) 
[4] that allows a mutual construction of knowledge; 
classroom interactions; teacher directives; repair 
work and language functions. A related element to 
a CLIL approach includes the appraisal of learning 
outcomes – subject versus linguistic gains (e.g. 
Vollmer et al, 2006 and various EU appraisals) [5] 
so both work together and one of the two aims of 
a CLIL approach does not dominate to the neglect 
of the other. This goes beyond the simple act of 
communication described by Coyle (2008) in that 
it is purposeful and specific in terms of its function 
and not merely a development of second language 
speaking, listening and communication capacity in 
the students. A recent study by El-Bilawi and Nasser 
(2017) [6] takes this further in their examination of a 
PD course in Egypt specifically designed to enhance 
the teaching of English as a Foreign Language 
(EFL) by insisting on teachers being encouraged to 
become reflective practitioners whereby they self-
reflect on their own pedagogic approaches in terms 
of learning outcomes. Clearly, learning expectations 
and appraisal of whether these are being met relate 
to adopting a reflective approach and whether this 
is particularly relevant and necessary characteristic 
of a teacher specific to CLIL and EFL or more 
generally is, as yet, an open question as far as the 
literature goes.
Looking at the context of Kazakhstan, it is 
important to indicate that Kazakhstan goes beyond 
much of the extant literature on CLIL since it is 
adopting not a bilingual approach in its educational 
system but a trilingual one (MoES, 2011) [7]. There 
are two official languages (Kazakh and Russian) 
with Kazakh as the state language and Russian as 
an «official» language that bears the status of the 
language of interethnic communication. The State 
Program of Development and Functioning of 
Languages of Kazakhstan for 2011-2020 aims to 
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maintain «harmonious language policy ensuring 
full-scale functioning of the state language as the 
most important factor of strengthening Kazakhstan’s 
identity and unity while preserving the languages 
of all ethnic groups living in Kazakhstan» (MoES, 
2011). It is worth noting that «according to the 2009 
census, Kazakh language is understood by 74% of 
the population but is written and read fluently by only 
62%. Around 94% of the population understands 
spoken Russian, and 88.2% is fluent in reading 
and 84.8% in writing it. English is understood by 
15.4% and written and read fluently only by 10.2%» 
(OECD, 2014, p.27-28) [8]. Schools in Kazakhstan 
offer either Russian or Kazakh medium of instruction 
with some additional schools offering the minority 
languages of Uzbek, Uyghur and Tajik. Statute says 
that the variety of languages found in Kazakhstan 
need to be preserved whilst clear targets are set to 
accomplish a trilingual nation in the meanwhile 
(MoES, 2011). Part of this includes developing use 
of the Kazakh language such that the proportion of 
the adult population having a satisfactory score in the 
national test of Kazakh, Kaztest, rises from 20% in 
2014, to 80% in 2017 and 95% by 2020. By the same 
token, it is anticipated that 90% will be able to speak 
Russian by 2020. Most pertinently to this research, 
the aims for speaking English are to achieve 15% of 
the population by 2017 and 20% by 2020 (Mehisto, 
Kambatyrova, & Nurseitova, 2014) [9].
Overall, this will be accomplished by following 
through a trilingual policy in schools as of 
September 2019 whereby not only are the languages 
taught in their own right but also subjects will have 
a nationwide allocated medium of instruction, 
irrespective of the usual language of instruction. 
Kazakh History will be taught in Kazakh in all 
schools; World History in Russian; and Biology, 
Physics Chemistry and Informatics (IT) in English 
(NAO, 2017) [10]. There has been much discourse 
on this around the nation and the latest indicators to 
teachers are that there is some maneuverability in 
this (NAO, 2017) but, as yet, the aim remains that 
this will happen. Apart from the English initiative 
in schools, other elements to the trilingual policy 
such as what is happening in universities is less 
clear as evident in the recent Youth Survey whereby 
35% of respondents aged 14-17 and 45% of 26-27 
year-olds reported that they believed that they «lack 
knowledge of English language» (OECD, 2017, 
p.278) [11].
Indeed, as another signal to the difficulties likely 
to be encountered with the advancement of English 
in Kazakhstan, there is a relatively low starting point 
to the current levels of English taught in schools; as 
illustrated in Appendix A which shows the numbers 
and performances of school leavers in national tests. 
Not only are there regional differences visible here 
but also it can be seen that taking English as an 
option is not popular at present despite the scores 
generally being above average compared to the 
compulsory elements to the test. The regional trend 
is for those in the two cities of Almaty and Astana 
to have around double the number of entrants to the 
test (18% and 19% respectively of all test entrants) 
compared to most other regions. The general picture 
is to have less than one in nine entrants to the 
national test choosing English (i.e. < 11%). In South 
Kazakhstan, only around one in 25 school leavers 
(4%) takes English as an option suggesting either 
there is no demand or liking for the subject or there 
simply are not enough teachers of the subject to 
make this viable. However, since only one optional 
subject is allowed in the national test at present, 
those taking a science would preclude themselves 
from these data so actually seeing the true amount 
of English present in itself schools is problematic 
and Appendix A, at best shows there are regional 
differences by illustrating a proxy measure of the 
likely number of English subject teachers able to 
support their science colleagues using English as a 
medium of instruction.
As preparation for the roll out of the trilingual 
policy, a large professional development initiative 
has been agreed (MoES, 2017) [12] and launched 
for 2017-2019 that aims to teach teachers English 
and scientific terminology in order to teach the upper 
two grades in all secondary schools through the 
medium of English. This is a grand ambition but not 
without some preparation since a growing network 
of schools, Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools (NIS), 
have been doing just this since 2012 while the 
Network of ‘Daryn’ Special Schools and Kazakh-
Turkish Lyceums have been practicing teaching 
subjects in English since 2000. Starting with a 
few schools, there is now at least one Nazarbayev 
Intellectual School in every oblast which teaches 
in three languages and delivers senior grades’ 
science classes in English. Apart from acting out the 
trilingual policy, the NIS organisation and its Centre 
of Excellence programme have been responsible for 
a cascade model of teacher professional development 
that as of 2016 has reached around 40,000 teachers 
in Kazakhstan. The primary aim of the programme 
has been to introduce more progressive methods 
of teaching, mentoring and leadership throughout 
the country. As indicated in Appendix B, this has 
been a national endeavor covering 43,771 teacher 
attendances and reaching nearly half the schools 
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in Kazakhstan in 2015-16 alone albeit with some 
regional variations in the proportions of teachers 
and schools involved.
The above leads to the research question posed 
for this inquiry.
How well do current conceptualisations of 
what constitutes a CLIL approach fit in terms of 
teachers commencing a Professional Development 
Programme in Kazakhstan?
Method
The methodology adopted for this research was 
theory-led inasmuch as it sought to evaluate the 
novel application of an extant theory to the post-
Soviet context of Kazakhstan. In particular, it aimed 
to evaluate the performance of a scale to reflect the 
conceptualisation and associated pedagogies of 
CLIL based on the literature by Coyle’s and others 
(c.f. Coyle, Hood & Marsh, 2010 and Dalton-
Puffer, 2007) [3-4]. The essential features of this 
are to see the following components as addressed 
within the planning and practice of teachers using a 
CLIL approach: content, cognition, communication 
(including the checking of learning), culture and 
context. Description of the basis of questions 
included in the survey, as they were intended to 
load on these features, are summarised in Table 1.
table 1 ‒ Items used in the questionnaire to assess attitudes of teachers commencing a PD programme towards teaching practices 
associated with adopting a CLIL approach






(Coyle et al, 2010)
1 Lessons conducted in English should contain new knowledge and not simply represent material learnt previously in Kazakh or Russian
2 Lesson planning should always be led by the curriculum content for my subject
cognition
(Coyle et al, 2010)
3 In my lesson planning I should aim for the same level of thinking about the subject from my students as if I were using Kazakh or Russian
4 Teachers and students expectations for learning (the subject) should be high
5 Teachers and students expectations for learning (English) should be high
6 All students can be included in classes with English as a medium of instruction irrespective of their age, linguistic level and background
culture
(Coyle et al, 2010) 7
Students who can speak, read and write English have greater access to further learning 
opportunities and by extension great opportunities to contribute to the development of 
Kazakhstan and the world at large.
communication and 
checking learning (Dalton-
Puffer, 2007 and Coyle et 
al, 2010) [4-3]
8
Classroom interactions and questions posed by teachers in English are important aspects of 
the learning process for the subject being taught
9
Lesson planning should be based on ensuring I give my students opportunities to ask questions 
and discuss materials in English
10 Units of work for students should include both formative and summative assessment of students’ content knowledge and related skills in the subject they are learning
11 Units of work for students should include both formative and summative assessment of students’ knowledge and skills in their use of English
external factors ‒ local 
context and policy (new 
items to assess the context 
of Kazakhstan)
12 Measures need to be put in place to ensure that students studying IT and science through English can also discuss their learning in Kazakh and Russian.
13 There has to be some flexibility in how English is used as a medium of instruction where possibly having materials in English but discussing these initially in Kazakh or Russian could act as a strategy.
14 In schools where IT and science teachers are not yet prepared to teach through English, other subjects could be taught through English if qualified teachers are available.
15 There has to be some flexibility in how English is used as a medium of instruction across different types of schools in Kazakhstan.
16 Universities will need to take account of what students do at school with regard to the medium of instruction of their subject
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All 4086 participants of the cohort of the PDP 
for 2017 who were being taught by one of the three 
academic providers of such courses were emailed an 
anonymous link to the online survey and asked to 
complete the survey as soon as possible. Some email 
addresses were not operational but it is known that at 
least 2023 course attendees received the request for 
participation. The course ran from September 4th to 
November 17th in 2017 and so all data presented 
here were collected within the first half of the 11-
week long schedule. Data collection commenced on 
September 14th and ended on October 13th. Of the 
1542 people taking the survey, the final dataset was 
based on the 1257 participants who had provided 
a full set of responses to all closed-question items. 
The only means of identification collected from 
participants was in terms of the location they were 
attending the programme. No other details were 
collected.
The survey was available in Kazakh, Russian 
and English with participants free to choose 
whatever language they preferred from a drop-
down option at the start of the survey. The majority 
(63%) chose to take the survey in Russian and the 
remainder in Kazakh. None chose to take the survey 
in English. The survey had been compiled in English 
and translated by native-speakers of Kazakh and 
Russian within the research team who are educated 
to at least Masters level. Terminology was checked 
for common understanding and meaning between 
the team of researchers across the three languages. 
Participants initially received a short description 
of the purposes and scope of the research project 
alongside a named point of contact should they 
wish further information or assurance. They next 
gave informed consent to take part in the survey 
by choosing an option to participate. Subsequently, 
they were asked to indicate from which region in 
Kazakhstan they came. Finally, participants were 
asked to complete the twelve attitudinal questions 
shown in Table 1 as well as two open questions 
that asked, firstly, to describe ‘Expectations about 
your participation in the Professional Development 
Programme‘ and, secondly, to ‘Please indicate 
your goals in participating in this Professional 
Development Program’. Analysis of the open 
questions is not included in this paper but will form 
the basis for subsequent publications.
results
Course attendees and survey participants as 
drawn from various regions are shown in Table 2.
table 2 ‒ Regional overview of course attendees and survey participants
region number of course attendees
% of overall 
course attendees
number of survey 
participants
% of overall 
survey 
participants
% of attendees 
taking the survey
Akmola 262 6.4 59 4.7 22.5
Aktobe 397 9.6 124 9.9 31.2
Almaty region 440 10.7 131 10.4 29.8
Atyrau 152 3.7 36 2.9 23.7
East Kazakhstan 195 4.7 62 4.9 31.8
Zhambyl 274 6.6 98 7.8 35.8
West Kazakhstan 181 4.4 53 4.2 29.3
Karaganda 190 4.6 75 6.0 39.5
Kostanay 210 5.1 102 8.1 48.6
Kyzylorda 345 8.4 71 5.6 20.6
Mangystau 119 2.9 46 3.7 38.7
Pavlodar 208 5.0 90 7.2 43.3
North Kazakhstan 195 4.7 79 6.3 40.5
South Kazakhstan 717 17.4 129 10.3 18.0
Almaty city 129 3.1 52 4.1 40.3
Astana city 201 4.9 50 4.0 24.9
total 4125 100.0 1257 100.0 30.5
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Exploratory Factor Analysis using Principal 
Component Analysis of the 12 items produced three 
factors that represented in total of 47% of the vari-
ance in results. Visual inspection of the Scree plot 
associated with this analysis established that the 
first three factors extracted were a seemingly fair re-
duction of the overall data and no more significant 
factors existed. Table 3 shows the items that loaded 
on each factor with the Varimax rotated loading for 
each item.










12. Measures need to be put in place to ensure that students studying IT 
and science through English can also discuss their learning in Kazakh 
and Russian.
0.722
13. There has to be some flexibility in how English is used as a medium 
of instruction where possibly having materials in English but discussing 
these initially in Kazakh or Russian could act as a strategy.
0.683
15. There has to be some flexibility across schools in how English is 
used as a medium of instruction across different types of schools in 
Kazakhstan.
0.557
16. Universities will need to take account of what students do at school 
with regard to the medium of instruction of their subject.
0.540
2. Lesson planning should always be led by the curriculum content for 
my subject.
0.528
14. In schools where IT and science teachers are not yet prepared to 
teach through English, other subjects could be taught through English if 
qualified teachers are available.
0.481
1. Lessons conducted in English should contain new knowledge and not 
simply represent material learnt previously in Kazakh or Russian.
0.644
6. All students can be included in classes with English as a medium of 
instruction irrespective of their age, linguistic level and background.
0.637
4. Teachers and students’ expectations for learning subject content 
should be high.
0.616
3. In my lesson planning I should aim for the same level of thinking 
about the subject from my students as if I were using Kazakh or 
Russian.
0.553
7. Students who can speak, read and write English have greater access 
to further learning opportunities and by extension great opportunities to 
contribute to the development of Kazakhstan, and the world at large.
0.527
5. Teachers and students expectations for learning English should be high. 0.518
11. Units of work for students should include both formative and summative 
assessment of students’ knowledge and skills in their use of English.
0.777
10. Units of work for students should include both formative and 
summative assessment of students’ content knowledge and related skills 
in the subject they are learning.
0.741
9. Lesson planning should be based on ensuring I give my students 
opportunities to ask questions and discuss materials in English.
0.550
8. Classroom interactions and questions posed by teachers in English are 
important aspects of the learning process for the subject being taught.
0.528
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The first factor extracted represented 32.7% 
of the variance and was formed from the six items 
that reflected attitudes towards external factors that 
needed consideration in implementation of the 
trilingual policy. The second factor, which represented 
8.6% of the variance, was drawn from six items and 
related to learning in the classroom. The third factor, 
representing 6.5% of the variance, was formed from 
four items on attitudes towards checking of learning 
through assessment and communication between 
students and teachers. Chronbach alpha reliability 
values for each of the three factors were, in order of 
their extraction: 0.70; 0.73 and 0.75. This indicated 
that the 12-items could be reliably represented by 
three subscales that could be examined for regional 
differences. One-way ANOVA of the three sub-scales 
showed that there was no difference by location for 
external factors in the implementation of the trilingual 
policy (F(15,1241) = 1.29, p > 0.05) but there was 
significant difference by region in terms of the other 
two factors: learning expectations (F(15,1241) = 
3.35, p < 0.01) and checking learning (F(15,1241) 
= 2.42, p < 0.01). Table 4 presents Tukey HSD 
Post-Hoc tests that illustrate the different subsets 
by region of the teacher-participants of the PDP in 
their attitudes towards learning expectations. Table 
5 presents Tukey HSD Post-Hoc tests that illustrate 
the different subsets by region of the teacher-
participants of the PDP for their attitudes towards 
checking learning.
table 4 ‒ Tukey HSD Post-Hoc test results to illustrate mean scale values and different subsets by region of the teacher-participants 
of the PDP in their attitudes towards learning expectations of their students when teaching their subject in English
location n
Mean value and subset for alpha = 0.05
1 2 3
akmola 59 3.53
North Kazakhstan 79 3.58 3.58
Almaty region 131 3.59 3.59
East Kazakhstan 62 3.60 3.60
South Kazakhstan 129 3.60 3.60
Zhambyl 98 3.67 3.67 3.67
Kostanay 102 3.67 3.67 3.67
Almaty 52 3.69 3.69 3.69
Aktobe 124 3.75 3.75 3.75
Mangystau 46 3.80 3.80 3.80
Pavlodar 90 3.81 3.81 3.81
Astana 50 3.82 3.82 3.82
West Kazakhstan 53 3.86 3.86 3.86
Karaganda 75 3.92 3.92
Kyzylorda 71 3.93 3.93
atyrau 36 3.99
As can be seen from Table 4, in terms of the 
school teachers’ students’ learning expectations 
from teaching their subject in English, the course 
participants from Akmola had significantly lower 
expectations than those from Atyrau, Kyzylorda, 
Karaganda and all other regions. Furthermore, 
school teachers from Atyrau on the PDP had learning 
expectations of their students that were significantly 
higher, not only in relation to those from Akmola 
but also compared to those from North Kazakhstan, 
Almaty region, East Kazakhstan, South Kazakhstan 
and all other regions. Evidently, the 59 teachers 
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from Akmola and the 36 from Atyrau appear to form 
the extreme ends of opinion on how well students’ 
learning expectations are likely to be set and met by 
teaching their subject in English.
table 5 ‒ Tukey HSD Post-Hoc test results to illustrate mean scale values and different subsets by region of the teacher-participants 
of the PDP in their attitudes towards checking learning when teaching their subject in English
location N
Mean value and subset for alpha = 0.05
1 2
akmola 59 3.54
South Kazakhstan 129 3.68 3.68
Zhambyl 98 3.69 3.69
Almaty 52 3.72 3.72
Kostanay 102 3.74 3.74
North Kazakhstan 79 3.74 3.74
East Kazakhstan 62 3.77 3.77
Almaty region 131 3.77 3.77
Mangystau 46 3.81 3.81
Aktobe 124 3.83 3.83
Atyrau 36 3.88 3.88
Pavlodar 90 3.89 3.89
Astana 50 3.92 3.92
Kyzylorda 71 3.94
West Kazakhstan 53 3.97
Karaganda 75 3.97
Again, Table 5 shows that attitudes of course 
participants from Akmola were different to others 
albeit in this case towards checking subject 
content and language learning of their students 
through assessment and classroom exchanges. In 
more detail, it appears that the 59 teachers from 
Akmola were significantly less positive than the 
75 course attendees from Karaganda, the 53 from 
West Kazakhstan, the 71 from Kyzylorda and all 
other regions. Indeed, the 199 school teachers 
from Karaganda, West Kazakhstan and Kyzylorda 
commencing the PDP had a more positive attitude 
towards communication and checking of learning 
than the 1058 participants from all other regions.
Again, Table 5 shows that attitudes of course 
participants from Akmola were different to others 
albeit in this case towards checking subject 
content and language learning of their students 
through assessment and classroom exchanges. In 
more detail, it appears that the 59 teachers from 
Akmola were significantly less positive than the 
75 course attendees from Karaganda, the 53 from 
West Kazakhstan, the 71 from Kyzylorda and all 
other regions. Indeed, the 199 school teachers 
from Karaganda, West Kazakhstan and Kyzylorda 
commencing the PDP had a more positive attitude 
towards communication and checking of learning 
than the 1058 participants from all other regions.
discussion
This research set out to answer the question 
‘How well do current conceptualisations of 
what constitutes a CLIL approach fit in terms of 
teachers commencing a Professional Development 
Programme in Kazakhstan?’ It appeared to do this 
well inasmuch as the hypothesised factors from a 
CLIL approach seemed to fit the data reasonably 
well based on analysis using principal components 
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exploratory factor analysis. It remains to be seen 
whether confirmatory factor analysis would allow 
this to be completely establish the loadings but 
perhaps, on first examination, there are departures 
from the Western model of a CLIL approach that 
need discussion first. The primary departure is 
that curriculum content loads as an external factor 
rather than an internal factor as far as the teachers 
are concerned. This is unexpected in comparison 
to Coyle et al’s (2010) conceptualisation of a 
CLIL approach unless we examine the context of 
Kazakhstan more. Kazakhstan follows a very top-
led approach to the curriculum and there is not only a 
national curriculum in terms of content but also one 
in terms of timetabled delivery of the curriculum and 
inspection and accountability procedures to ensure 
teachers’ compliance with expected processes, 
reporting mechanisms, lesson planning and so forth 
(Wilson et al, 2013) [13]. It would be unusual for 
teachers to feel they had the autonomy to stand 
independently of such a professional landscape as 
they do in some Western contexts such as elsewhere 
where teacher agency and individualised teacher 
identity are better understood and permitted (e.g. 
Sloan, 2006 and Korthagen, 2004) [14-15]. Hence, it 
is not surprising that teachers see curriculum content 
as something beyond their control and conceptualise 
the curriculum content along with broader items on 
educational policy such as the trilingual policy itself 
and what happens in universities.
Apart from support for the hypothesised model of 
a CLIL approach, the first finding from the research 
is the invariant nature of teachers’ beliefs around 
external factors that contribute towards matters 
associated with not only the trilingual policy itself 
but how best it can act out in schools. It is notable 
that there are no regional differences in how teachers 
see the landscape in which they have to teach their 
subjects through a second language and perhaps 
this is a further sign that there is a very top-down 
presence where local needs and local adaptations are 
not perceived, conceptualised or forcibly expressed.
However, by contrast, a second finding to 
the above research is that regional variations 
do appear in terms of learning expectations and 
checking learning. This relates more assuredly 
to conceptualisations rather than attitudinal 
comment. Discovering that the preparedness of 
teachers commencing a professional development 
programme to teach English and CLIL varies 
region by region is a useful outcome to the 
research in that tailoring courses to fit local needs 
can be considered. Appendices A and B give some 
background to this and may afford one of two 
initial explanations based, respectively, on the level 
of English as a taught subject in schools its own 
right and the preponderances regionally of more 
general professional development programmes. It 
would seem that the latter of these acts as a more 
dominant explanation than the former since the 
region with the poorest initial conceptualisation of 
what a CLIL approach may be has one of the lowest 
coverage of general professional development 
programmes and yet the region with the lowest 
apparent level of teaching English in schools has 
the strongest ideas on how to teach with a CLIL 
approach. More investigation and better data for 
these external factors are required before hard 
conclusions can be drawn on this front. However, 
this is a very interesting outcome to the work here 
and one recommendation to those delivering any 
type of professional development course is not to 
merely focus on the topic of the programme but 
to look at openness to learn, previous experiences 
with professional development opportunities and 
motivation to engage more generally. Existing 
attitudes towards engaging in professional 
development need to be accounted for and worked 
on at the outset as attendees commence their 
courses. Thereafter, the learning objectives are 
far more likely to be effectively and efficiently 
delivered. Many teachers may have forgotten to 
learn themselves and be unaccustomed to the role 
reversal required to be a learner themselves.
The final point for discussion is that here clearly 
needs to be a follow up to the research here to see how 
the course attendees commencing the programme 
fared. This is beyond the scope of the paper here 
but will be available in forthcoming publications 
that take account of the lessons learnt here in terms 
of modelling fundamental factors to conceptualising 
and adopting a CLIL approach to teaching.
conclusions
This research provides a promising start to 
fitting a conceptually grounded model of factors 
behind adopting a CLIL approach towards teaching 
a subject through a second language. This is a useful 
development for Kazakhstan which is rolling a 
national policy towards trilingual education. Based 
on the findings of the research here, a reconfigured 
model of a less Western conceptualisation of the 
CLIL approach needs to be conducted in relation to 
the context of Kazakhstan. This would reposition 
curriculum content to be an external factor. Once 
tested, using Confirmatory Factor Analysis, this 
model would be of good use in assessing how the 
trilingual policy is likely to act out in classrooms 
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around Kazakhstan before its full roll out in 2019. 
If a satisfactory model is confirmed, measures of a 
CLIL approach on commencing and then completing 
professional development programmes with 
learning objectives to promote this can inform on 
the success of such courses as they operate around 
Kazakhstan. In addition, this research can begin to 
assess causal factors behind regional differences. 
This would not only examine openness, attitudes 
and beliefs towards understanding and adopting 
an effective CLIL approach but also potentially 
reveal unevenness in the more general professional 
development of teachers.
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appendix a: 
Analysis of the 2015 national Unified National Test (UNT) results (taken from http://ent2017.kz/) produced the figures shown 
below in Table B.1.

























Akmola 3021 63.68 15.92 259 8.57 19.14 1.20
Aktobe 4620 67.60 16.90 317 6.86 19.37 1.15
Almaty region 9287 63.08 15.77 642 6.91 18.31 1.16
Atyrau 3527 49.68 12.42 302 8.56 15.23 1.23
East Kazakhstan 5950 65.54 16.39 426 7.16 18.36 1.12
Zhambyl 5921 65.13 16.28 390 6.59 18.52 1.14
West Kazakhstan 3116 68.15 17.04 207 6.64 19.34 1.14
Karaganda 4977 65.24 16.31 518 10.41 18.83 1.15
Kostanay 2676 63.34 15.84 232 8.67 19.04 1.20
Kyzylorda 4182 68.17 17.04 213 5.09 19.23 1.13
Mangystau 2736 62.92 15.73 194 7.09 17.84 1.13
Pavlodar 2608 64.40 16.10 213 8.17 19.68 1.22
North Kazakhstan 2356 62.36 15.59 256 10.87 19.50 1.25
South Kazakhstan 18125 66.12 16.53 762 4.20 18.75 1.13
Almaty city 5426 74.63 18.66 975 17.97 20.22 1.08
Astana city 3398 70.33 17.58 636 18.72 19.63 1.12
totals (oblast 
data) 81926 65.45 16.36 6542 7.99 18.77 1.15
1156 participants in Republican schools and 180 school students in Russian schools not included
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appendix B: 
Professional Development Courses delivered in regions by Nazarbayev Intellectual Schools as described on page 79 of their 
2016 Annual Report as Appendix 7, available here: http://nis.edu.kz/en/about/reports/?id=6351. To indicate how proportionate these 
are in relation to the number of schools and school students, these figures are accompanied by the number of schools in 2012-13 in 
each region (OECD figures available here as Table 2.1 on page 35 of OECD Country Report for Kazakhstan https://www.oecd.org/
edu/school/CBR_Kazakhstan_english_final.pdf )
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# students per 
teacher reached 
by nis training
Akmola 197 206 133 8 544 85 631 102899 13 189
Aktobe 486 298 240 54 1078 102 445 114036 23 106
Almaty 
region
1829 521 501 25 2876 583 741 298355 79 104
Atyrau 625 415 391 10 1441 79 198 94622 40 66
east 
Kazakhstan
4159 426 3586 16 8187 641 698 167586 92 20
Zhambyl 685 274 141 12 1112 90 456 182324 20 164
West 
Kazakhstan
2331 343 185 17 2876 173 412 87441 42 30
Karaganda 3077 507 349 20 3953 140 556 171046 25 43
Kostanay 908 401 238 16 1563 50 568 100803 9 64
Kyzylorda 1463 607 504 31 2605 298 290 125729 103 48
Mangystau 703 538 876 59 2176 17 123 96117 14 44
Pavlodar 2997 737 699 43 4476 67 411 88148 16 20
North 
Kazakhstan
648 391 142 8 1189 533 585 73126 91 62
South 
Kazakhstan
1475 543 351 34 2403 76 1019 534195 7 222
Almaty city 399 252 163 32 846 65 181 163478 36 193
Astana city 4367 1075 966 38 6446 80 70 83568 114 13
totals 26349 7534 9465 423 43771 3079 6753 2493479 46 57
